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Abstract 
Purpose: The present paper is a study of the most well-known foreign and domestic methods for assessing the investment 
climate of the regions as well as identifying their main disadvantages. 
Methodology: The study of regional investment issues should be based on a systematic approach taking into account the 
positive and negative aspects of each methodology separately. 
Result: Opportunities to improve the competitiveness of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation are considered, 
too. The existing methods applied by various research-rating agencies are considered in detail. 
Applications: This research can be used for the universities, teachers and education students. 
Novelty/Originality: In this research, the model of comparative analysis of tools for estimation of the investment climate 
of territories is presented in a comprehensive and complete manner. 
Keywords: Methods, Investment Attractiveness, Investment Activity, Investment Risks, Investment Climate, Ratings. 
INTRODUCTION 
The favorable investment climate is the basis of investment activity; therefore, one of the main tasks assigned to the 
administration of any region is to provide the necessary favorable conditions for attracting both domestic and foreign 
investors. In addition, the actions of various rating and analytical agencies, which in turn use different mathematical 
models, polls, and so on to carry out the required calculations, are aimed at evaluating these conditions. 
We will try to understand the variety of the used methods in detail in this paper. There is an opinion that the subject of 
assessing the investment climate of the regions is unexplored and it has not been previously considered by scientists. 
However, this is not the case; all sorts of approaches, opinions, and methods for measuring investment climate indicators 
have recently begun to appear more and more often. 
In international practice, the “pioneers” of assessing the investment climate are the ratings of the agencies Moody's (1909), 
Standard & Poor’s Corporation (1916), Fitch Ratings (created in 1913, and in 1924 introduced rating scale from AAA to 
D). The circle of the most common sources of information on national investment attractiveness ratings includes the 
world’s leading economic journals, such as The Economist (UK), Fortune (USA), and Euromoney. 
In addition, one of the first works devoted to the assessment of the investment climate can be attributed to the study of 
1969 performed by scientists at the Harvard Business School. The evaluation was carried out on eight indicators based on 
the opinion of experts in a number of countries, making it possible to compare their investment attractiveness. Subsequent 
work in this area began to apply more indicators, which were also evaluated by experts. The assessment of the investment 
climate of individual regions was due to the need to assess the investment situation at the level of large federal states. 
In general, all existing approaches used to study the conditions and factors affecting the development of regions can be 
divided into three groups of methods: economic-mathematical, factor analysis and expert assessment methods. 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
The study was carried out on the materials of the Russian economy, the interest in the study of which in the context of the 
problem under consideration is caused by its extremely high differentiation, as well as the clearly manifested asymmetry in 
development (Abuzjarova M.I. 2018; Ashmarov I.A. 2018). This requires the use of methods and models of investment 
attractiveness assessment adapted to the conditions of specific territories in order to consider regional specifics of the 
investment climate in regional programs and socio-economic development strategies. 
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The source data for calculations and estimates in the article used the data from Rosstat and its territorial divisions in the 
subjects of the Russian Federation, data from rating, consulting and analytical agencies, data from regional and sectoral 
statistics of the Russian Federation, as well as expert assessments and informal judgments regarding regional development 
indicators, expressed by Russian and international experts. 
The study is based on the use of various economic and mathematical models and methods, including (Aminova D. K., & 
Tsakhaeva, A. A. 2018; Borisov V.I. 2018): 
1.  The method of the sum of places is characterized by a preliminary compilation of ranked lists of all regions for each 
criterion, determining the investment potential, where the best values are assigned as the first places. Thanks to this, it 
is possible to determine the ranks of the regions according to the state of investment potential by calculating the sum of 
places for all the considered indicators. 
2.  The scoring method is characterized by the fact that the highest scores are assigned to those regions with the highest 
values of indicators. Due to such advantages of the technique, like visibility, as well as the ease of use and versatility, it 
is convenient to use it for use at the macroeconomic level. Nevertheless, when it is used at the regional level, significant 
errors occur, leading to a subjectivity approach. The difference between neighboring regions in the ranked series can be 
significant or, on the contrary, nominal; however, this value is taken as constant in the first two methods, estimated at 
one point, and this is the main drawback of these methods. 
3.  The multidimensional average method (developed by the authors of the SOPS team consisting of Raizman I.I., Grishina 
I.V., Shakhnazarov A.G. et al. (2001) suggests the calculation of the national average for each criterion characterizing 
the potential. Regional indicators correlate with it, eliminating the lack of previous methods. This allows each region to 
get a coefficient for each criterion, from which the average is calculated, and, accordingly, the higher the average value, 
the higher the rating. 
4.  In the “Pattern” method, unlike the multidimensional average method, the basis for the standardized values of 
indicators is not taken as the national average, but the highest. 
In regional economics, “factor analysis” is a general term meaning a certain number of statistical methods used to study the 
hidden phenomena and relationships, represented by multidimensional sets of the observed values. The methods of factor 
analysis consist of two types of models - factor and regression. 
For the regression analysis model, the characteristic is the initial determination of the weight of each factor trait 
influencing the result; it is a quantitative assessment of the direct impact of a given factor, subject to the elimination of the 
rest. The second approach is based on a comprehensive view of the nature of the studied phenomenon, which is expressed 
in the interrelations of specific signs (Gadzaov A.F., Dzerzhinskaya M.R. 2018). 
Another very common method is used to assess the investment potential of the region - the method of expert assessments. 
This method involves the use of not only statistical information, but also irregular information of a strictly qualitative 
nature, its main advantage. Such an assessment makes it possible to conduct a versatile analysis based on the determination 
of the quantitative characteristics and reasonable judgments of specialists. 
This method is based on the initial analysis of the subject by individual factors, the subsequent detailed comparison and 
description of each of them, as well as the selection of the average or most frequently occurring value, considered to be 
one. Based on the comparison of the remaining values with the standard value, they are also converted into coefficients. 
The complexity of the method lays in the subjective nature of the establishment of the criterion normative measures 
(Gadzhieva U.B. 2018). 
Thanks to the methods of factor analysis and expert assessments, the regions are ranked and divided into groups according 
to similar conditions of investment activity. Consequently, a rank is assigned to each region corresponding to its place in 
the whole series, where the first rank is assigned to the most preferred object. 
RESULTS 
In this section, we will look at the main techniques used to determine the investment climate of the regions in more detail 
besides giving them a comparative assessment. 
1.  The methodology of the rating agency “Expert RA” 
This technique is to use the investment potential and investment risk - the two components of the investment attractiveness 
of the regions. The set of prerequisites for investment, depending on the availability of various investment objects, the 
areas of investment, as well as their economic condition is called the investment potential of the region. 
The value of the investment potential is determined according to the values of resource and raw materials, production, 
labor, innovation, infrastructure, institutional, tourism, financial and consumer potentials described by its own indicators’ 
system. The rank of a region is determined by the quantitative assessment of its potential, as a share in the total potential of 
each of the subjects of Russia. 
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The most important advantage of the technique is manifested in its implementation in practice. Nevertheless, there are also 
disadvantages such as the complexity and high cost of the technique. There is no objective criterion for reliability and the 
relationship between the components of investment attractiveness and the result of its implementation. Furthermore, it is 
worth noting the opacity of the data making up the integral indicator. In Table 1, we have listed the top and lowest lines in 
the ranking by 15 regions. 
Table 1: Rating of RA; Investment ratings of Russian regions on 02/27/2019 (6) 
 Region  Rating Category 
High potential - minimal risk 
1 Krasnodar region 1A 
2 Moscow 1A 
3 Moscow region 1A 
4 St. Petersburg 1A 
Average potential - minimal risk 
5 Belgorod region 2А 
6 Nizhny Novgorod Region 2А 
7 Republic of Bashkortostan 2А 
8 Republic of Tatarstan 2А 
9 Samara Region 2А 
High potential - moderate risk 
10 Sverdlovsk region 1 B 
Low potential - high risk 
81 Republic of Kalmykia 3C2 
82 Chukotka Autonomous Region 3C2 
83 Altai Republic 3C2 
Low potential - extreme risk 
84 Tyva Republic 3D 
85 The Republic of Ingushetia 3D 
As seen in the table, according to Expert RA, Krasnodar Region is ranked first in terms of the investment climate, then 
Moscow, Moscow Region and St. Petersburg, which is predictable. Moreover, on November 27, 2018, the rating agency 
assigned a credit rating at ruААА- to the Krasnodar Territory. The rating has a stable outlook. Thus, according to the 
agency, the Krasnodar Territory is ranked due to the high level of creditworthiness, financial reliability, and financial 
stability. Five regions are ranked the lowest: the Republic of Kalmykia, the Chukotka Autonomous Region, the Republic of 
Altai, the Republic of Tyva and the Republic of Ingushetia. 
2.  Methodology for assessing the investment climate of economic regions of Russia 
The technique was developed in 1993 by the Russian news agency "Universe". In this method, it is proposed to evaluate 
the investment climate in accordance with the value of entrepreneurial risk, the resultant indicator combining a number of 
components: social and political, internal economic and external economic risks. Each component combines the number of 
indicators from 13 to 16 (for example, the dynamics of the level of taxes, government intervention in the economy, etc.). 
According to the scale proposed by Universe, each factor can be assigned from 1 to 10 points, with three groups of risks - 
low (1-4 points), medium (4-7 points) and high (7-10 points) (Gnatyuk S.N., Pekert N.А. 2018). Effective quantitative 
assessment is established by experts, using the weighting coefficients of significance. 
3.  Methodology for assessing investment risk in the autonomous republics and entities of the Russian Federation 
It was proposed in 1993 by experts of the Kommersant magazine - A. Shmarov, L. Bogdanov and B. Skorobogatko. The 
researchers proposed to carry out an assessment in the context of the four groups of risks - geopolitical, ethnopolitical and 
social. Each risk groups determines a number of indicators, for example, for geopolitical risk - “the excess of the overused 
produced national income, the export potential of autonomy, its ability to feed the population through its own agriculture, 
the security of the national economy with specialists of indigenous nationality, favorable economic situation as well as the 
intensity process of sovereignty”. Table 2 shows the results of the rating by region, occupying the top and bottom lines in 
the rating, and as seen, the results do not practically differ from the rating agency Expert RA. 
Table 2: Rating of investment attractiveness of the regions on 13.03.2019 
Number on chart 1 Region 
Maximum potential - minimum risk (1a) 
1 Moscow region 
2 Moscow 
3 St. Petersburg 
Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews 
 eISSN: 2395-6518, Vol 7, No 4, 2019, pp 1336-1346 
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2019.74186 
1339 |www.hssr.in                                                                                                                                           © Borkova et al. 
4 Krasnodar region 
Average potential - minimal risk (2a) 
5 Belgorod region 
6 Rostov region 
7 Republic of Bashkortostan 
8 Republic of Tatarstan 
9 Nizhny Novgorod Region 
10 Samara Region 
11 Novosibirsk region 
Low potential - extreme risk (3D) 
83 The Republic of Dagestan 
84 The Republic of Ingushetia 
85 Tyva Republic 
Source: Analysis of the results of the XXIII Annual Investment Attractiveness Rating of Regions, prepared for 
“Kommersant” by the RAEX Agency (“RAEX-Analytics”) https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/3826095 
 
1A Maximum potential - minimum risk / ZA2 Minor 
potential - minimum risk 
1A Maximum potential - minimum risk / ZA2 Minor 
potential - minimum risk 
1B High potential - moderate risk / R1 Reduced potential - 
moderate risk 
1B High potential - moderate risk R1 / Reduced potential - 
moderate risk 
1C High potential - high risk / ЗС1 Reduced potential - 
high-risk 
1C High potential - high risk / ЗС1 Reduced potential - 
high risk 
2A Medium potential - minimal risk / SZ2 Low potential - 
moderate risk 
2A Medium potential - minimal risk / SZ2 Low potential - 
moderate risk 
2B Medium potential - moderate risk / ZS2 Low potential 
- high risk 
2B Medium potential - moderate risk / ZS2 Low potential 
- high risk 
2C Medium potential - high-risk / 3D Low potential - 
extreme risk 
2C Medium potential - high-risk / 3D Low potential - 
extreme risk 
ZA1 Reduced potential - minimal risk ZA1 Reduced potential - minimal risk 
4.  Analysis of the investment climate in the regions of Russia, developed by the author team composed of A.S. 
Martynova, V.V. Artyukhova, V.G. Vinogradov et al. (1994) 
In the work “Russia: investment strategy during the crisis period (the investment climate of Russia)” the researchers jointly 
made an analysis of the “investment features of the regions using statistical indicators”. The researchers proposed the 
necessary minimum set of assessment factors; however, they did not rule out that this set could either be modified or 
supplemented. This is possible if economists argue the weights of the significance of each attribute used or suggest another 
combination of factors. The use of analytical cartography with the help of the Datagraf program became a distinctive 
feature of this approach since the obtained data were visualized. The first works appeared in the early 1990s provoked a 
chain of further studies to improve the evaluation system. For example, a separate study of 1995 assessed the investment 
risks - a separate component of the investment sphere. This study was conducted by experts of the Institute for Advanced 
Studies (Institute for Advanced Studies - IAS). To give an objective assessment of regional investment risks in Russia, 
researchers investigated 98 private factors. The assessment included indicators of the socio-political, economic, and 
environmental spheres. An initial grouping was carried out for all particular factors, the result was the design of 11 groups, 
for each of which the final score of the region was formed. The next stage was to compile a private rating: determining the 
place of the region for each group, based on generalized information. Then, the overall regional risk rating is calculated. 
Accordingly, the subjects of Russia are categorized into six classes, depending on the favorable situation for various types 
of investments. According to the results, only 6 out of 89 regions of Russia have a “relatively favorable investment 
climate.” This study was conducted by the Bank of Austria (Bank of Austria). Specialists of this bank gave a skeptical 
assessment of the situation in the country for direct investment. 
5. Methodology for assessing the investment climate of the regions of Russia, developed by the Institute of 
Economics of the Russian Academy of Sciences (IE RAS) (1996) 
The technique is based on a quantitative assessment of the values of 75 particular factors; however, only 10 of which are 
based on statistical data. The remaining 65 are evaluated only by experts. The investment potential factors are reduced to 
seven groups, after which they are assigned a weighting factor. These groups are divided into the resource, production, 
socio-cultural, financial, organizational and legal potentials of the region, as well as the degree of infrastructure 
development and the socio-political situation of the region. Within the framework of this methodology, the following 
sequence is applied: a value of zero is assigned to the factors with a weak, but still distinct impact on the climate of a 
region’s investments, a value of 2.5 - a moderate effect, and 5 - a strong one. The experts were divided into 5 groups based 
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on social and professional grounds. Such a division proceeds from the interest to see differences in assessment depending 
on the economic interests of the invitees. The method makes it possible to subdivide regions with excellent types of 
investment climate into eight groups ranked according to the favorable climate for investment. Investment conditions in 
regions of uncertain climate depend on foreign economic indicators. One of the main disadvantages of this method is a 
significant proportion of the subjective assessments of experts. 
6.  The methodology of the Council for the Study of the Productive Forces of the Ministry of Economic 
Development of the Russian Federation and the Russian Academy of Sciences 
It was proposed by authors as Raizman I.I., Grishina I.V., Shakhnazarov A.G., etc. According to this method, the 
investment potential, risks, attractiveness, and activity are the basic structural elements of the investment climate of the 
regions. 
The investment climate assessment system consists of three elements: 
 Evaluation of the investment attractiveness of the region (the volume of industrial production, retail turnover, and the 
level of small business development, etc.); 
 Assessment of investment activity in the region (investment in fixed capital per capita and investment growth rate); 
 Evaluation of the effectiveness of using the investment attractiveness of a region, which depends on its investment 
attractiveness and investment activity in it (due to the realization of its investment attractiveness) 
 
 
Figure 1: The relationship of the concepts of the investment climate, investment activity and investment attractiveness of 
the region 
There is a definite causal association between investment activity and attractiveness. It lies in the fact that the generalized 
factorial sign is investment attractiveness i.e. an independent variable, and investment activity is an effective sign, or, in 
other words, a dependent variable. Thus, investment attractiveness is an argument and is denoted by X, and investment 
activity is denoted as Y and it is a function. This dependence is expressed as: 
Y = f (X). 
Еt+1= Yt+1/Xt, 
where E is the efficiency of the use of districts’ investment attractiveness. Moreover, we can conclude that the investment 
attractiveness of the i-му region is used most efficiently with the highest value Еit+1.  
There is a formula for calculating the investment attractiveness and investment activity of each region; it can be 
represented as a multidimensional average: 
 
 
where: Mi represents the integral level of investment attractiveness of the I region, comparable to the average federal level, 
taken as 1,00; i = 1,..., г is region; г illustrates number of regions; s = 1,..., с stands for the reduced private indicators; с 
shows number of indicators; ks is weighting factor (weight score) s-ro indicator; рsi is the numerical value of the s indicator 
for the i-му region; рs stands for the numerical value of the s indicator in the district average; and  is the standardized 
(normalized) numerical value of the s indicator for the i- му region. 
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In the region as a whole, the average standardized value is one; and all Psi and  have positive values for each investment 
attractiveness involved in the formula (1) of a positive indicator. 
Thus, this method allows determining the degree of realization of the region’s investment attractiveness through correlating 
the investment activity of a region with its investment attractiveness. 
The main advantages of the methodology include identifying the causal relationship of investment attractiveness and 
activity, the ability to prove the reliability of the results, as well as the assessment of most of the indicators using statistical 
methods (only 1/10 of the indicators use scores). The opacity of the methodology for determining indicators characterizing 
the investment potential and risks is the main disadvantage of this method. 
7.  Method N.I. Klimova 
According to N.I. Klimova, the most systematic and fully social production whose subsystem is the sphere of investment is 
described by three components of resource, infrastructure and institutional. By reducing these elements to a single 
indicator, it becomes possible to determine the investment potential as the result of their combined effect on the investment 
component of the CDF. 
The association is considered at two stages using a graphical method with a priori specified small-time period, when the 
first stage is the period of formation of conditions, prerequisites, and factors of investment, and the second is the stage of 
actual investment during actual period IR = Ia = I, with IR <Ia <I, where IR represents investment resources, Ia is 
investment activity, and I is investment in fixed capital. 
The scientific validity of certain indicators of the investment potential, the ability to determine its level for the entire 
system of investment relations, the study of investment activity, as the ratio of existing and already realized investment 
opportunities in the region are the main advantages of this method. 
The disadvantage of the method is that the categories of investment issues do not include investment risks. In our opinion, 
with the existence of current approaches and methodologies, the study of regional investment issues should have a 
systematic approach considering both the positive and negative sides of each methodology separately. 
8.  Method of TACIS 
TACIS is an abbreviation for “Technical Assistance for the Commonwealth of Independent States” or in the Russian 
adaptation of the “European Union program to help accelerate the process of economic reform in the CIS”. 
This method is based on the synthesis of expert assessments of the innovative project and the receipt of integral evaluations 
of the project. The integral evaluation of K is the result of the generalization of three components: 
К= К1× К2 × К3where: 
К1= assessment of the company carrying out a specific project; 
К2 = evaluation of technical and technological consistency of the project; 
К3 = assessment of the market for an innovative product/technology resulting from the project. 
Assessment K1 shows the level of fitness and adaptation of the enterprise to solving complex problems, such as, for 
instance, bringing the finished technological product to the market. Indicator K2 is designed to assess the stage of 
development of innovation, its originality, and the likelihood of technical implementation as well as the future prospects of 
product development. Indicator K3 reflects the possibilities of obtaining commercial success in the implementation of an 
innovative project, the prospects for its market promotion and further implementation in the market. 
What is typical for the TACIS assessment is quite simple and accessible; it is possible to attract experts in the specialized 
field of innovation, allowing us to give both quantitative and qualitative assessment, the composition and number of 
parameters can be adjusted. However, there are also disadvantages, including the qualitative nature of the method as well 
as the lack of value of the financial result. 
9.  The Wall Street Journal Europe’s Method 
A sample of this approach is “The Wall Street Journal Europe’s” method, mainly developed for the countries of Central 
and Eastern Europe for the year 2000. It is an example of the application of the assessment of the factors’ influence on a 
region’s investment climate. This method is based on 10 indicators: economic growth, price stability, political stability, and 
currency stability, privatization, infrastructure, productivity, legislation, trade prospects, and natural resources. The 
evaluation was performed on a 10-point scale (Heuzler 1996). The advantages of this method include the ability to see the 
change in the rating, as well as its dynamics, and to conduct a comparative analysis of the regions based on these data. The 
disadvantages include the inability to trace causal relationships and trends in the development of investment potential 
through the final integral value. 
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10. Tikhomirova Method 
The method is based on the use of the structural-logical model of “Tikhomirov wheel”, developed to obtain an accessible 
picture of “the society in which we live.” It is supposed that the public system determines the investment climate. From the 
viewpoint of the proposed model, a summarized estimation of the development degree of the investment climate reflects 
the overall picture of several components characterizing the degree of development of a regional social system, each of 
which is assigned to an estimation depending on the corresponding set of parameters. For a start, the author proposes to 
pay attention to the human potential of the region, where people must “BE” (= LIVE). The size of the population living in 
this region, its composition, as well as its cultural and educational level,  forms this potential. 
11. TAKING METHOD 
The method of information service BERI from Germany stands out from the rest due to an expert approach to evaluating 
the investment potential of the region. The calculation is made based on 15 factors characterizing each region. Good 
examples of such factors are “the adaptability of the region to investments, the protection of property rights and personal 
safety of investors, the rate of economic growth and increase in the welfare of the population, the state of the legal 
framework and its impact on business activity”, etc. 
Each factor is ranked on a 5-point scale: from unfavorable to very favorable. In determining the score, experts should 
justify not only qualitative factors but also quantitative ones. The overall grade of the favorable climate of the investment 
climate is calculated from the average score for each factor, and the share of the factor among all factors is considered. 
12. ASI Method 
The method refers to (Agency for Strategic Initiatives to Promote New Projects) that is creating a model for identifying 
and disseminating the best practices in the country through a system of rating regions for key indicators of the investment 
climate, formation of a sustainable and objective system for evaluating the efforts of authorities at all levels to improve the 
state of the investment climate in the regions of the Russian Federation, as well as development of competition for the 
quality of the investment climate at the regional level through the annual update of the rating (Shaykheeva, D., Mustafin, 
R., & Panasyuk, M. (2016)). 
The methodology includes three key elements: a system of indicators, principles for collecting and processing data, and a 
method for calculating results. When developing the method, the experience of the existing domestic and international 
ratings and other investment climate assessment mechanisms were considered. 
Table 3: ASI rating; Top-20 regions of the National Investment Rating of subjects of the Russian Federation (2017-2018) 
Region Place in the ranking 2018 Place in the ranking 
of 2017 
Change 
positions 2017-2018 
Tyumen region 1 6 5 
Moscow 2 3 1 
Republic of Tatarstan 3 1 -2 
St. Petersburg 4 17 13 
Tula region 5 4 -1 
Krasnodar region 6 7 1 
Voronezh region 7 8 1 
Chuvash Republic 8 2 -6 
Moscow region 9 9 0 
Ulyanovsk region 10 10 0 
Belgorod region 11 23 12 
Leningrad region 12 20 8 
Kaluga region 13 5 -8 
Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area - 
Ugra 
14 
 
30 
 
16 
Kaliningrad region 15 39 24 
Tambov Region 16 11 -5 
Yaroslavskaya oblast 17 25 8 
Khabarovsk region 18 40 22 
Novosibirsk region 19 27 8 
Sverdlovsk region 20 33 13 
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In 2014, a test check of the National Rating was held in 21 constituent entities of the Russian Federation, and in 2015, the 
first full-scale rating was conducted. Seventy-six constituent entities of the Russian Federation evaluated the work of 
regional teams in creating a comfortable business environment. In 2016, the study was conducted in 85 regions of Russia. 
On the general conditions, all regions of Russia participated in the 2017 ranking. The total growth of the integral indicator 
compared with last year showed 51 regions. In 2018, 78 regions showed growth in the ranking. 
The author would like to dwell separately on the AIRR methodology for assessing the level of innovative development of 
the constituent entities of the Russian Federation (Golaydo, I. M., & Soboleva, Y. P. (2015).). 
13. AIRP Method 
The Association of Innovative Regions of Russia, together with representatives of regional administrations and leading 
specialists of the country and with the participation of the Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation, 
has published a scientifically based rating of regions since 2002, reliably showing changes in the innovative development 
of constituent entities of the Russian Federation. The abovementioned rating allows regions with a developed investment 
field to assess the competition and serves as a monitoring and management mean. 
The rating is formed according to the method used for comparing the development of EU regions. Thanks to this method, 
the European Commission evaluates the situation in order to develop and implement measures of innovation policy at the 
regional level (Regional Innovation Scoreboard). 
Table 4: Rating AIRR - version 2018 
 Region 
l=Ʃi/29 
Indicators 
% of 
Medium 
Group 
Position change in 
ranking 
1 St. Petersburg 0,68 172,9% 
S
tr
o
n
g
 I
n
n
o
v
at
o
rs
 
0 
2 Republic of Tatarstan 0,67 169,6% 1 
3 Moscow 0,65 166,4% -1 
4 Tomsk region 0,63 161,2% 0 
5 Moscow region 0,60 152,2% 2 
6 Novosibirsk region 0,58 148,6% -1 
7 Kaluga region 0,57 145,0% -1 
8 Nizhny Novgorod Region 0,55 140,8% 3 
9 Ulyanovsk region 0,54 138,2% 
M
ed
iu
m
 s
tr
o
n
g
 
in
n
o
v
at
o
rs
 -1 
10 Samara Region 0,54 137,2% -1 
11 Tyumen region 0,53 133,9% 3 
12 Republic of Bashkortostan 0,52 132,9% 0 
81 Karachay-Cherkess Republic 0,21 54,5% 
W
ea
k
 i
n
n
o
v
at
o
rs
 -4 
82 Tyva Republic 0,20 50,5% -1 
83 Nenets Autonomous Okrug 0,19 47,4% -1 
84 Chukotka Autonomous 
Region 
0,16 
41,2% 
1 
85 The Republic of Ingushetia 0,16 39,5% -1 
The association actively cooperates with representatives of regional administrations and federal executive authorities in 
order to constantly improve the level of reliability of the statistical information used. The rating also shows the position of 
the federal authorities reflecting the opinion of the country’s leading specialists and considers the proposals of the regional 
authorities on updating the metering system in changing conditions. 
DISCUSSION 
A generalized classification scheme for assessing the investment potential of a region is shown in Figure 2. 
After the analysis, a number of shortcomings inherent in specific methods are highlighted: 
1.  The principles of factors selection are not sufficiently substantiated to assess the integrated indicators of the investment 
climate, potential and investment attractiveness; 
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2.  The set of indicators under consideration is either too small or unjustifiably large. The number of indicators used in the 
methods varies from 9 (Euromoney magazine (United Kingdom)) to 381 (in the analysis of the Swiss Institute for 
Management Development); 
3.  The subjectivity of the results occurring due to the use of expert estimates and scoring indicators; 
4.  Factors difficult to assess, for example, “the degree of metropolitan”, which reflects the authority of the local 
government (according to the method of N. A. Kolesnikova (Kryuchkova K.S. 2018; Kuznetsov A.A., Ignatyeva T.A., 
Kuznetsov A.O. 2018)), “the level of conflict in labor relations”, “the attitude of the population to the processes of 
forming market relations” (according to the method of the authors of the Council)); 
5.  Some methods are “closed”, which will tell a potential investor to study only the final rating and not a set of evaluated 
factors. 
6.  The general nature of the techniques; in most cases, the industry specificity and interests of certain investors, as well as 
the specificity of the typological belonging of a region, are not considered. 
 
Figure 2: Classification of methods for assessing investment attractiveness, investment climate and potential (compiled by 
the author) 
According to the authors, and based on a comparative analysis of the presented methods, the factor approach to climate 
assessment of investments most meets a number of methodological requirements. The advantages of this approach include: 
1.  Reducing the subjectivity of expert assessments using statistical data, 
2.  Considering the interaction of various factors, and 
3.  An extensive approach to the regions, which ensures the effective use of investment sources(Las Casas, G., Lombardo, 
S., Murgante, B., Pontrandolfi, P., & Scorza, F. (2014). 
CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, it is noteworthy that in Russia, the methods of assessing the socio-economic development of regions have 
been applied relatively recently - since 1993. Among them are both domestic and foreign, specially adapted to Russian 
realities: methods of monitoring the socio-economic climate of the Russian regions of the Kommersant magazine (1993), 
Investment attractiveness reviews of Russia’s economic regions by the Universe Agency (1993–1995), “Method for 
assessing the investment climate of the regions of Russia” of the Institute of Economics, Russian Academy of Sciences, 
“Method for assessing regional risks in Russia”, performed by the Institute for Advanced Studies (IAS) by the order of the 
Bank of Austria (1995), “Method for calculating investment attractiveness indices of the regions” of the Expert Institute 
(Russia) and the Center for the Study of Russia and Eastern Europe of the University of Birmingham (United Kingdom) 
(1996), “Rating of investment attractiveness of Russia”, annually performed by the rating agency Expert-RA (1996), 
guidelines for assessing the investment attractiveness of the subjects of the Russian Federation, approved by the Ministry 
of Economic Development and Trade (2001), and so on. Thus, the used methods and the results of their application are 
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varied in terms of both methodological substantiation and methodological support. Nevertheless, it is possible to identify a 
number of major problems in assessing the investment climate: 
-  The use of expert (point) assessments is inherently largely subjective, leading to differences in the interpretation of the 
same economic indicators and phenomena; 
-  The use of statistical scores, where the numerical values of statistical indicators are reduced to the point estimates for 
any scale, does not allow to fully reflect the degree of differentiation of statistical indicators by region; 
-  The use of methods of a set of private indicators in the integral indicator makes it impossible to determine the real 
distance between the rating participants since the differences between regions occupying consecutive sequence 
numbers can be minor and very tangible; 
-  A different, often limited set of indicators characterizing the degree of investment attractiveness and the opacity of their 
definition for evaluation; 
-  Often the lack of an association between the components of investment attractiveness (risk and potential) and the result 
of its implementation, i.e. investment activity; 
-  In most methods, insufficient consideration of the sectoral capabilities of the regions, although sectoral specificity 
largely determines the overall investment attractiveness for the investor; 
-  Focus on the socio-economic level of development of the region without taking into account environmental factors, 
whereas for foreign investors, they are among the most significant, and 
-  The use of assessing the investment attractiveness of inaccessible information, leading to the complexity, high cost, and 
episodicity of using certain techniques. 
Based on our research, we can draw the main conclusion: the investment climate at the regional level should be assessed 
when developing a state investment policy (program) in order to create conditions for improving competitiveness and 
sustainable socio-economic development of the country. The success of a regional investment policy depends on the 
availability of integrated and systematic use of the functions, methods, and instruments of investment management by 
regional authorities. 
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